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in 1955, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
noted in Crop Acreage Trends for Los Angeles county

and Southern California:
"Conversion of agricultural land to urban uses will not

stop in Southern California unless the increase in popula-
Areas where ur-

banization is only beginning may wish to give agricultural
zoning careful consideration . . . "

Despite such warnings, agricultural land was on the
verge of a precipitous decline. Between 1950 and 1993, ur-
banization in combination with market forces reduced Cali-
fornia farmland by almost one-quarter, from 38 million to 29
million acres.

In recent decades, Californians have attempted to slow
the conversion of farmland and natural lands through
means such as the Williamson Act (1965), the Local
Agency Formation Commissions (1963), the Agricultural
Land Stewardship program (1995), and land trusts. Al-
though the principle of "highest and best use" of land, (the
most lucrative use possible) is the traditional market-driven
approach to land use, other ways to value land are increas-
ingly appreciated by Californians -- whether as agric~JItural
resource, open space, or recreational ammenity. Read on
for a discussion of the pressures on farmland, and some
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Perspective

Statewide farmland
protection is fragmented,
limited
Steve Sanders

Fueled by a search for affordable a net increase of 6 million resi-
land to house 600,000 new Califor- dents in the next 10 years
nla residents each year, conver- (~eJ,m 1997) -- more people
s/on of farmland to development with a ~’#owing demand for In traditionally pro-growth Contra Costa
has proceeded at a rapid pace land deveJopment. Yet Ca~- County, 5,330 homes were planned for
since 1950. The impact of growth foz~ia ~ J.[1-prepared to manage the Tassajara Valley. Under pressure from
and development on open space £mpacts of a_rtother burst of rapid community residents opposed to urban

sprawl, developers withdrew their pro-
and agricultural land is a critical ~owth. posal in May.
issue for a very simple reason: Perhaps no component of the state’s

the areas best suited for cropland economy Ls at ~eatez risk from

-- those favored by good weather, ~owth than is a~cu~t~re. Farm!and THE LARGER COLLECTION...

flat terrain and access to water-- has been convened to development at The articles in this issue are condensed
are also the areas most in demand a r~pid c].f.p..~s urb~at~on proceeds, from several articles in an upcoming

major conflJ.cts arise. For example, the book, California Farmland and Urban
for new homes and businesses. If

demands of a ~z’owing urban popula- Pressures: Statewide and Regional Per-
spectives, to be published by the UC Ag-meaningful farmland protection is t~on and economy, coupled with a be- ricultural Issues Center later this year. A!to be enacted, California’s farm lated effort to reverse decades of eco- Medvitz and AI Sokolow have edited the

community itself must become lo~¢al decline in the state’s rivers, book, and its diverse authors include
more united and aggressive, form- lakes and wet!ands, 5.as ptaced an farm operators, citizen activitists, plan-
ing a broad coalition with water enormous strain on scarce water s~p- ning experts and UC faculty.

The larger collection will include 10suppliers, environmentalists, local pl~es, ~eaLing p~essure to dJ.vert water papers and an introduction. As well as
officials, and business and com- h’om farms in order to serve c/Lies and expanded versions of the five papers
munity leaders, the environment (Go!dman 199~., and the sidebar on population trends in

l~.eisner 1997). this issue of California Agriculture, the
~’~ ali~orni~.’s populatJ.on increased at larger collection will include studies of

%---a record-setting pace in the 1980s, California’s growth (1) farmland politics in the Central Val-
ley; (2) agricultural and land-use trends

~-rowing 25% in one decade. The California’s farmlands face/~ve over time; (3) the politics of farmland
state’s Department of l~inance expects major threats rela~:ed to ~rowth. protection in Napa and Matin counties;

The loss o~ a.~z’J.cultural land. l=rom and (4) urbanization and natural re-
sources in the northern SacramentoThe Discovery Bay development and golf the early 1970s through the present, Valley.course abut Delta farmland; the state has betw’een 50,000 and 100,000 acres of To order the forthcoming book. callrecently created the Delta Protection Corn- .

mission to stem farmland loss. Photo by land were est-~ated to be urban~ed Sandy Fisher at (530) 752-1520.
Jack Kelly Clark. ar~.ua].].y in the state (Nisbet ~993,
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scapes it is common to see one-acre, Iivered to the fields rises while the reli-
two-acre, and five-acre "ranchettes" ability of receiving full water delivery
where residents may keep horses, aallotments declines. Cities can pay the
few farm animals or a small farm plot.price, especially when water is scarce,
This pattern of development accom-and spread it over their large rate-payer
modates people who seek a rural base. Farmers, quite often, cannot
lifestyle but derive most of their in- Public works pavlng’the way for
come and social connections from urbanization. Growth tends to follow
nearby towns and cities, the facilities available to service it

s,, ~ In the Central Valley, it is esti- (Misczynski 1987). The mere existence
mated that over 400,000 ac~es of of a major p~iblic facility with

s~m ~ land have been designated for unallocated capacity such as a free-
rural residential uses, such way, water system or sewer system

as ranchettes (American tends to act as a magnet for new devel-
Farmland Trust 1989). opment. Hence, large freeway inter-

These patterns are changes in rural or low-density subur-
also becoming ban areas accessible to existing urban

~ High quality and increasingly centers become nodes for new "edgehigh development

~ High quamy and s,, ~,m~,o common city" office parks and subdivisions,
low d.v,~opm.,t .~, in the in- whether there was ever a plan or in-

~ F.deral la,da ’~’.~,~- land areas tent to urbanize the area.

~ Urban areas ~ 0£ South- In essence, public decisions on the
ern Califor- size, character and location of major

[--~ Oth,r ,~ nia and the public facilities become a major deter-
pastoral areas minant of future patterns of urban de-

,-- P,~L-~ ~ along the velopment Because the potential im-~lmerican Farmland ~ust
coast, pacts of these decisions on ag-ricult-ural

This map highlights g~ogrephlc areas using As more people la~d are too often not understood or
two threshold tests that delln, the impor- are introduced into an area, the con- not considered by public officials, the
tance and vulnerablllW o! the land: flicts between residents and the reali- long-term viability of the agricultural
1 High quality tarmlsnd is that which In ties of farm life, with its noise, odors economy is placed at risk.I~F~ had relatively large amounts o! prime
tarmland or speelaRy crop land. and chemicals, increase. Farm prac- The very high initial cost o~ provid-
¯ High development areas are those that rices become more controversial and ing such ~acilities often forces the ur-
exl~rlenced reMtivel¥ rapid development restricted. Land costs may rise, as thebardzation of the area, in order to pro-
between 1982 and 1992.
¯ Other areas are those that do not meet underlying value be~s to reflect the ~de the u~derl~g economic val~e
the two threshold tests, and that are neither higher ret~um o~ developed uses, ~os- pay for the ~aci]J.ties. "~l~s is especially
federal lands nor urban areas. ~e~in~ yet more ~and conversion. ~e ~ven cu_~e~t practices ~o ~ay for

Water t~ o~ waz. ~r~ere Ls general ~-~ast~ucture ~o~gh assessment
consensus that Ca~or~a has moved tricts, development fees and other

Gross~ 1993}. ~ch o~ tkLs develop- ~om an e~a o~ water development to val~e-captuze mecha~sms rather tha~
me~t occu~ed on cropland ~see one o~ wa~er management (Gold.m~n ~eneral ~ub]~c reven~es (~Lscz~s~d
s~debar, p. 8). 1991, ~eisner ~997). W~Jle some incre- !98"7, 1992).

In the ~960s, 1970s and early 1980s, mental L~creases in s~pply and con- ~scal p~essures for farmIa~d con-
most o~ the ~ew development took veyance ~c~t~es can be made, the w~- version. Ca.L~o~ aU.oc~tes property
place near the coast. In response, ter system we have in place today is and sales tax revenue hack ~o the local
many a~ricuJtuzal enterprises fled the the basic system ~e w~ have for the ju_Hsdictions where they originate.
coast for ~e Cld~o ~lIs, [mperial, foreseeable z~tu~e. Since these reven~es are not allocated
~.ve~side and San Bernardino cou_~- ~l~e resuit is a thzee-way ~ag oJ~ war on a per capffa basis, they may bear
ties, and the ~eat Central Valley. between agricui~u_~e, uJ:ban centers lfftle or no relationstdp to the costs o~
~ow, each o~ t~ese areas is amo~ the ~nd ~he envJxonment for CaIi~or~a’s prov’~ding needed sez~ces and
fastest-~ow~g re~ons in the state,. ~ed supply o~ water. As new water ties to accommodate deve!opment.
a~d Ca~orz~a a~culL-~J:e ~era]]y has storage and conveyance fac.~ties are "~e state has made matters worse ~y
nowhere else ~o ~o (~eLm 1997). built, old water supply contracts are std~m~ a tar~e and grow~g shoe o~

~’te "rurba_~Jza~on" o~. the work- renegotiated, and maJntenance costs local propez~ ta~es from c~ties, cou_q-
ing landscape. In many rural land- mount, the average cost of water de- ties and special districts to sd~oois
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(that share is now about $3.5 billion
annually) -- thereby relieving the
state’s General Fund of a large portion
of its obligation to fund education as
mandated under Proposition 98.

Local communities have used many
strategies to respond to this dilemma,
including a growing use of develop-
ment fees, ballot measures to override
tax and spending caps, and most im-
portantly, competition for revenue-
producing development. Counties
and cities compete in an increasingly
desperate effort to attract revenue-
producing development with low ser-
vice needs, such as auto malls and big-
box retailers, while avoiding land uses
that create ongoing costs for expensive
public services, particul~rly housing
affordable to middle-income or lower-Farmers rely on an abundant supply of reasonably priced water. However, the average

income fazniHes, cost of water delivered to fields is rising while the reliability of receiving water declines.
Above, a concrete irrigation dltch near Winters In Yolo County.

This "fiscalization of land use"
(Misczynski 1987) affects agriculture
adversely in three ways. First, cities State policy responses throughout the state for these
push to include large swaths of agri- State policies for agriculture, open programs.
cultural land in their spheres of influ- space and natural systems stress con- While some land trusts, such as
ence (the area expected to eventually servation. These policies can and do those operating in Marin, Sonoma
be incorporated within the city limits) conflict with one another -- such as re-and Napa counties, have been success-
so that they may be annexed in the fu-strictions on farming practices to pro- ful in protecting locally important ag-
ture. This signals the market to raise tect endangered species, or diversionricultural areas, land trusts to date
land prices in anticipation of develop-of water to farms that cause fisheries have had only a minor impact on
merit, shifting the economic calculus to decline precipitously, statewide farmland conversion. Well
away from long-term agricultural use Program responsibilities to ca~y below 1% of California land is in pub-
(see p. 23). Secondly, as areas on the out farmland preservation policies arelic or private land trusts, and a small
urban fringe are developed, farmlandsdivided among local communities (seefraction of that is agricultural land.
are assessed part of the cost of infra- p. 17 ) and the state. State responsibili- Tax relief for agricultural property
structure. This happens through ris- ties focus on data, review of local ac- is provided through the Williamson
ing property taxes (due to higher tions and funding for conservation Act, which assesses property taxes at a
land values) and through assess- programs. Local agencies are much reduced rate on land which owners
ments to pay for new infrastructure, more powerful, with direct authority pledge to retain in agricultural use
All add to the economic pressure forto make land-use decisions and pri- for 10 years. The rate reflects the
conversion, mary responsibility for implementingland’s value for farming rather than

Finally, counties, which are usuallyspecific resource conservation projectsdevelopment.
the units of government most protec- and programs. While the Williamson Act provides
tive of farmland, feel obliged to en- a useful tool to encourage long-term
gage in the development game as we_I!,California’s farmland protection agriculbLLral use of the land and dis-
if only to predlude cities from captur- Direct land conservation is carriedcourage leap-frog and remote devel-
ing the economic windfalls (such as out primarily through local and re- opment, the program appears to have
sales and propery taxes) while shiftinggional agricultural land trusts (see had only a marginal success in stem-
the burdens (such as traffic and cost ofp. 27). These trusts can purchase ruing the conversion of the most vul-
infrastructure) to others. As a conse- land outright, but more commonly nerable farm!and to urban uses. Farm-
quence, the commitment of county acquire easements to preclude devel-ers may use the !0-year period to
leaders to agricultural protection opment on agricultural land. Propo-transition out of farming and into de-
weakens over time as new areas of thesition 70 of 1988 provided state bondvelopment, and much of the acreage
county are opened to development, funding to a number of land trusts enrolled in the program is remote
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Urban growth squeezes agriculture
Albert G, Medvitz

A cen~ary ago, the state was popu-average yearly growth has exceededWorld War I1 to 350 crop and livestock
lated by 1 million Californians -- 3.36% per year. Even when growth commodities by 1996.
about the same number who now slowed during the recession of the Despite increasing production, mar-
attend the Rose Bowl Parade everyearly 1990s, California’s fastest grow-ke~s changed such that the value of the
5an. I. ing counties topped the growth rate of state’s agricultural production experi-

Today’s state population is 33 most countries in the world (table I). enced an extended decline a~er 1975, if
dmes greater. The Department of In recent decades, urban gro~^~!h figures are ad~sted for inflation. In con-
Finance recently reported a 1.8% in- has led to farmland losses and chang- stant 1992 dollars, the 1975 value of pro-
crease for the year ending July 1997 ing economics for a number of farms, duction was $25 billion and the 1993
-- 574,000"more people. The hum- According to U.S. Bureau of the Cen- value of production was $18 bil!ior~ Pro-
bers signaled a resurgence of net sus figures, the state lost dose to 9 rail- duction value has shown an upward
migration and a continuing high lion acres of farmland between 1950 trend in the past 5 years,
rate of natu.ral increase. The same and 1993, a decline of almost 25%,
figures showed that all but four from about 38 million to 29 million What lies ahead?
counties grew, and Monterey and acres. As California’s population con- More recently, population has
San Benito counties tied for [he tinues to grow, so wi!l urban land. By spread over the Tehachapis south of
state’s highest growth, at 4.9%. 2100, if current land-use patterns don’t Bakersfield and over the coastal

Rapid growth is a century-long change, urban land in California could ranges into the fertile Central Valley.
trend in Califorrda (fig. 1). Since the occupy one-third of the state -- more This time agziculture has nowhere to
time of the Gold Rush, California’s area than is currently occupied by go. The children of dairy farmers who

agriculture, sold their San Bernadino operations
and reset.led in the Central Valley30- The reverse of a trend don’t have the same opdons their par-

26- For the first half of this century, ents had, because additional dairy land
farms and farm!and~ increased along is not readily avail~ble in the state. Relo-20- c~,fomla papua=Ion with California’s population growth.

lS- growth ourve But after 1950, the trend reversed. As
TABLE I, FIvaoyear average of population10- population increased further, farm- growth rates o! selected countries, California

. land declined (fig. 2). Urban popula- and selected California counties,
S- tions moved into the agricultural mid-

3.36% / year*
0 ....... COaStal Valleys Of Ven~u’a and Imperial 4.4* Orange 2,0

, ’ , , Israel 3.81" Bangladesh 2.0
1860 1690 19’20’ 19’50 19’80’ Mont~.l:’ey and San LIJ.iS Obispo and the Madera 3.5 India 1.9
¯ Expon~ltfal population curve calculated as Population = ~r~e valleys east, north and south, of Peru 3.3 San Bemadlno 1.9
Population In 1860 x axp (’kt) wher~ k = .0338 and t ,= time
in y,,t, eln~., 1aS0. Sa~ Francisco, d.ra.l:l’~3.tically ~ai’%sfot3~t.- Scud[ Arabia 3.0 Haiti 1.8

Nlgsrla 2.9 Brazil 1.6
Fig. 1. California population growth, ing the landscape. Aer~ photographs Kenya 2.8 California 1,4
1860-1990. (see p. 9) show the consequences of ~ Afghanistan 2.8 Santa Clara 1.3

Riverside 2.8 Argentina 1.2
trend for the Sal3.ta Clara Valley. Zimbabwe 2.6 China 1.140. land In form, ::

~0
Nevertheless, the voh.u!n.e 0:~ a~- Kern 2.3 Los Angeles 1.0

~ culttlral l~roduction has continued to South Africa 2.3 United States 1.0
Fresno 2.3 Switzerland 1.0: increase to the present. Farmland Vietnam 2.2 Francs 0.5

losses were countered after World War Tulare 2.2 Japan 0.3

E by massive inigation projects such Ecuador 2,1 Great Britain 0.3
Stanlslaus 2.0 Russia 0.1

: ~0 = as the Central Valley Proiect, which al- Mexico 2.0 Italy 0.1
o ~s lowed the expansion of intensive irri-

0 8 ~0 ~s ~0 ~6 ~0 ~ gated agriculture into otherwise arid "California and county rates, shown in blue, are
Population mean yearly rates calculated for 1990-1995. ]’hey
(millions) ~azing lands in the Southen% Sa~ are somewhat less than 1980-1990 averages and

Fig. 2. Number of farms and land In ~oaquin Valley. Growers conthq.ued to are based on Department of Finance estimates
rather than US census counts.farms versus population, 1910 to t 992.. adopt new technologies and crops, 1" country estimates are 1990-1995 averages fromSource: U.S. Census Bureau, Censuses and further diversL.5"ed, expanding the World Bank’s World Population Pmiect/ons:

of Agriculture.
f~om 200 con’unodities at the end of I~94-95.
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caring orchards is no longer simple be-
there is less easily irrigated flat from the urban edgecause

land. where development

In addition, there are no more mas- pressures -- and the
sire irrigation proiects to turn deserts benefits of the program

into fertile plains. Finally, urban popu- -- are greatest.

lations now wish to preserve land- Constraints on incor-
scape for aesthetic and recreationalpotation and annexation
purposes, as well as to enhance habitatof farmland are con-
for native creatures, purposes whichrained in the Cortese-
may not be compatible with produc-Knox Act and other
~ive agriculture, state laws. Many poli-

We are not yet dose to losing thecies are directly and in-
state’s agricultural productivity. Withdirectly related to land
a $24.5 billion farmgate value in 1996,conservation, including
agriculture remains a vital industry,an explicit directive to
and with 68% of its production ex- protect farm!and from Above, Santa Clara County in 1950 Is
ported (55% to other states), agricul-unwarranted conversion, mainly fruit and nut orchards and s few
ture is an important economic con- These general state row crops. Below, in 1980, the same land

is covered by the rapidly growing suburbs
tributor to local, state and national policies are overseen by of San Jose.
economies. Local Agency Formation

But we are faced with the prospectCommissions (LAFCOs)
of huge dislocations and managementin each county, corn-
dilemmas. For instance, agriculturalposed of city, county
employment remains critical to theand public members.
economies of certain regions, most no-However, LAFCOs have
tably the San Joaquin Valley, whereno direct authority over
farm-related industries directly em-land use, and cannot
ploy 8.5% of the total employees in alloverride city or county
economic sectors. Central Valley farm-decisions regarding de-
land is the target of much planned velopment applications.
population growth. If current trendsAlso, LAFCOs rarely re-
conPmue, almost one-tldrd of its irri-ject an annexation or in-
gated cropland could be urbanized bycorporation proposal
2040 (see map, p. 20). How do we ac-championed by a local
commodate new people in agriculturalcommunity based on its
areas and maintain our productivity?impacts on farmland,
How do we plan and manage for a fu-and become mired in
ture with many more people makingcontroversy when they
increasing and conflicting demands ondo act ~o protect agricul-
the state’s land resources? rural land. The California Environmental Qual-

If agriculture is to have a long-termAgriculture is ~picalIy included inity Act (CEQA) is perhaps the pre-
lustre in this share, we must acquire athe local general plan, in either the eminent state environmental statute in
better understanding of I.oca! land-usestate-mandated land use or open spacethe nation. However, the act has sev-
decision-making, as well as how, whenelements, or an optional agriculturaleral weaknesses when it comes to pro-
and where the s~ate’s population is element. However, state law does nottecting farmland. Farmland conver-
growing, and its agricultural impacts,impose any meaningful substantive re-sion per se is not considered a
Only then can we provide reseamh-quirements that local governments ac-"significant environmental impact"
based information that will enable Io-tually protect or preserve agriculturalunder CEQA. As a consequence, many
Calities to make effective decisions con-land in the face of development pres-farmland conversion actions escape
ceming this important resource, sures. Instead, California’s strong Ira-environmental scrutiny altogether.

dition of local home rule grants indi-Even when significantly adverse farm-
A.G. Me~Ivffz, ~ r=nch~r in $o~=no vidual cities and counties wide land impacts are identified, lead agen-
Count-y, has =n Ed.D. d~ree from discretion over land use and develop-cies are free to approve a project by
Harvard L[niversih] in A~Imini~fra~ion, sent decisions, which they often exer-making a finding that the benefits of
Planning =nd $~ci~l Policy. cise to allow the conversion of farm-the project outweigh the impacts, or by

land to urban uses. deriding that alternatives to the project
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$24.5 bLllion a~r~cultural talist coalitions over farmland protec-
economy -- the land it- ~ion, even where common interests
self -- why isn’t sta~e may unite these two constituendes.
governznent doing more Urban and suburban fan~!ies in
to ensure a stronger and search of affordable housing are the
more effective state driving force that fuels farnUand con-
farmland protection version. P~nile polls show that many
policy? One key expla- city residents suppor~ saving farm!and
nation i~ that the forces for the greenspace that open land-
con’mitted to farmland scapes provide, city dwellers are often
protection are too weak, unprepared .for the realities of living
fragmented, and iso- next door [o a farm. Once they move
lated to secure suffident in next to fanning operations -- unless
political support for the there is a "right to farm" ordinance --
enactment and effective such residents may file nuisance com-
knplementation of plaints about the noise, odors and
meaningful farmland other consequences of living on the
protection programs, ag-urban edge, further pressuring

Perhaps most impor- farmers to get out and sell the land for
~ntly, the ag~icul~Lu’al development. Often suburban ¢om-
community i~self is split reunify activists use "environmen~l"
P/bile groups such as the arguments to bahtle higher-density
American Farm!and housing and mixed-use developments,
Trust and the California thereby perpetuating low-density
Farm Bureau Federation spraw! land-use pat[er~ that consume
promote agricultural more fanmland.
protection, individua! Finally, urban water suppliers have
county farm bureaus a direct interest in expanding the sup-
and commodity groups ply of water available to serve grow-
are often divided. Many ing ci~ies. Acquiring water from agr~-

In 1986 San Mateo County voters ap- farmers and their heirs culture in many cases is the path ofproved a ballot measure to protect their
coast, Including local farms, from see the land as their greatest asset, and least resistance.
development, are loath to give up the poten~ia.l ben-

efits of converting the land for deveI- Conclusions
or mitigatio~i measures intended to opment. Lacking a unified voice, agri- For meaningful farmland protection
lessen the impact are "infeasible." culblre is often in a weak position to to be enacted in California, the farm

Perl~mps the state decisions most pr~- advocate strong farmland protection community itself must be more united
roundly a~ecting farmland are those measures at the state level and aggressive in advocating for pro-
~-mt impac~ the location, pace and tim- Secondly, the economic and poli~i- tection. In tl~s, the work of the Azneri-
ing of suburban and rural development cal power of the land development in- can Farmland Trust, individual counT
and, with it, the pressure for f~d dustry is formidable. Large sectors of farm bureaus, and az~dculate leader-
conversion. Such decisions concern wa- the building industry have come to sl’dp wif~in the California Farm Bu-
ter supply, water quality, freeway rely on the economic return that ac- reau Federation and other statewide
routes, university campus and state crues ~TOm purchasing ~armland agricultural assodations ~s critical.
prison locations, priorities for sc_~ool cheaply and then persuading local of- There are reasons to be cautiously
construe"don and renovation, and Hood ficials to change the allowable uses. optimistic that a statewide coalition to
protection, aznong other issues. Environn~entalists are often at odds protect farmland could emerge in

For the most par~, these decisions with the farm industry in California. CaLifornia.
~re m~de in an uncoordinated manner Fights over water for farms versus wa- In an effort to build consensus, Cen-
that lacks a unifying vision or compre- ter for fish and wildlife h~ve been es- t~al Valley growers and industry rep-
hensive approach [o pl~zu-d_ng and de- pecially bitter, protracted and divisive, resentatives hav~ recently formed the
velopment Disputes over ~gricul~u’al runoff, pes- Agriculb.u:al Task Force, wI~ich l~as de-

t-icide use and agricultural burning veloped a package of policy positions
The politics of farmland protection only add to the animosib! and distrust, on farmland and related issues.

Given ~e serious tkreats to the fun- These conflicts make it extremely diffi- Urban water interests could find
damen[al underpinning of Califor~a’s cult ~o establish farmer-environmen- value in an approach that would guar-
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antee a reliable water supply to both
cities and farms, in return for farmers
agreeing not to develop their land.

Local officials and businesses could
benefit from efforts ~hat combined
farmland protection with incentives
for infili development and redevelop-
ment in existing urban areas, ff they
were coupled w~th fiscal reforms to
compensate for the loss o£ tax receipts
and to ease the competition with other
communities over the revenues from
new development.

However, only modest and incre-
mental change is likely unless there is
new political leadership in Sacramento
that is ~ril]Lug tO tackle the economic, so- As cities expand, urban residents are coming into closer contact with agriculture, as
dal and environmental consequences of shown here near Modesto.
rapid farm]and conversion in the face of
the de~ermined opposition of most of

tures Network, ~ coalition
promoting sustainable land use in Calif~r-
nia. From1988 to1998 he was staff consult-Mary E. Hancie[
ant in the California Legislature, most re-
cently Chief of Staff to Assemblymember
Michael Sweeney (D-Hayward). The frequent expansion of The conflict between urban and ag-

urban edges presents a chal- .I. ~cultural ]and uses is intensffied
lenge for California agriculture by the ~requent expansion of urban

References as the state’s rich farmland edges into fanm!and. These unstable
American Farmland Trust. 1989. Risks, base is consumed by nonfarm urban edges cause problems because

Challenges and Opportunities: Agriculture, development. Some issues of urban residents and farmers have di~-
Resources and Growth in a Changing Central conflict emerge as a part of the ferent perspecbLves on the purpose orValley. San Francisco, CA.

Goldman G. 1991. State agricultural struggle for limited resources value of farmland. Approaches to re-
policy. In: John J. Kirlin, ed., California Poficy while others are related to the ducing t/-ds conflict include establish-
Choices, Vol. 7. Los Angeles/Sacramento: proximity of urban development Lng fL~m urban~growth boumdazies and
School of Public Administration, University of
Southern California. p183--97, and agriculture. Other conflicts better buyers to separate urban and

Grossi RE. =A Plan to Halt Loss of State’s reflect the urban res/dent’s and a~ricultu~al ]and uses, elLminating
Farmland," San Francisco Chronicle, June farmer’s different perspectives compatible uses in a~cultural zones,
12, 1993. and increasing the nonfann public’sHelm M. 1997. Which counties are pro- on the purpose or value of
jected for the most growth?" Sacramento: De- farmland. Local governments understanding of farm management
mographic Research Unit, California Depart- need to establish firm urban- practices. These findings are from a
ment of Finance. study of urban/agricu][-ural cong./or

MisczynskJ D. 1987. "The flscalization of growth boundaries, create buff. and specie approaches that local gov-land use." in: John J. Kidin, ed., California ers between agriculture and ernments have taken to reduce orPolicy Choices, V.ol. 3. Los Angeles/Sacra-
urban land uses, and zone tomento: School of Public Administration, Univer- eliminate the cong.ict in 16 California

sity of Southern California. p. 73-105. eliminate incompatible land counties and several cities therein
Nisbet B. 1993. Conserving the land that uses in agricultural areas. For (Handel !994).feeds us." 139-53. In: Tim Palmer, ed., its part, the agricultural corn-California’s Threatened Environment: Restor. California is the nation’s leading

ing the Dream. Planning and Conservation munity needs to educate the agricultural producer and most
League Foundation. urban public to help them un- populous state at 33.2 million andReisner M. 1997. Water Policy and Farm- derstand why particular farm growing. Adding more than half aland Protection: A New Approach to Saving
California’s Best Agricultural Lands. American management practices are million people to the state each year
Farmland Trust, Washington, D.C. necessary, increases the pressure daily for ur-
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~, ~es, s~ooN ~d dayc~e
ceaters. Besides ~ea~g co~c~

¯ ... ~es c~ ~eate new c~ers of devel-

s[on of d~ ~d ~corporated
co~fies.

~en ~ban development meeN
f~d, bo~ ~b~ residen~
f~ers s~ ~conv~ences. How-
ever, ~e ~act ~at ~mers s~er
ve~ences N o~en forgo~en by
pI~ers, who ~ve pNofi~ to ~e
me~te co~o~ o~ ~e ~b~ resident.

The urban p~rspect~ve

Urb~ edge residen~ colony
Intruding urban residents have created new problems for farmers. Above, vandals        compla~ about a~M pes~dde
caused over $80,000 In damage to three new coffon planters at a farm in Fresno County. use. Neighbors ~j~cent ~oThe resultant delay in planting also cost this Riverdale grower $150,000 In yield losses.

~e p~ ~e~ ~ ~ ~ov ~o~c he~
ba~ develo?me~ o~ ~ ~djace~ ~o pmNe~. ~ey do ~ot ~st ~e

’ tomo~ow. ~en ~a~ers ne~ the s~oys ~e peace and q~et o~ ~e co~-
edge be~ wM~g for the~ ~e ~o ~, £or ~ple, by ma~e ~es~g
sell out, they no longer have an in- at ~ght. Urb~ residen~ are
centive ~o ~vest ~ new farm equip- l~ly ~s~rbed when f~ers use
ment or long-term crops, or to adopt cr~ became besid~ berg noNy,
long-term production management apphca~o~ heighten conce~ over
tec~iques. ~e~cal ~e.

~e edges of u~co~orated corn- L~e~e, odors do not meet ~ban
m~les are a~o hot spots for urban/ residents’ expecta~ons of ~ H~.
a~i~al cocci. ~e pressure to N~ghbo~ compla~ about odo~ ~om
~eate co~erdal centers ~ u~cor- pI~t decay ~d d~y, po~ or
porated ~eas con~ues to ~ease as o~er ~vesto~ operaHo~. Livesto~

Ranchers are wary of dogs that run loose co~ies seek ways [o generate more operado~ o£en ~o generate corn-
because some have ma]med and killed revenues ~ ~e post-Proposiion 13 pl~ about ~ds.
livestock, era, which cut prope~ tax ~elds for Urb~ residen~ also compla~

local ~ove~ents. about ~e dust ~erated by ~,
~e ~d hot spot for urb~/ag~- mow~g or h~es~g. ~s[ ~ an in-

~l~a[ con~ct ~ ~compaHble uses ~ion on ~e~ quaH~ o£ ~e and
on land zoned for a~ic~e. The many c~es may ~eaten ~ek heM~.
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As subdivisions spring up around farmland, growers are forced to change their prac-
tices, such as curtailing aerial pesticide sprays,

Similarly, a~ricu!tural 5urnin~ can de- name can provide a haven for pests. In ment is not under lock and key, and
s~roy an otherwise clear day. addition, packs of do~s from neigh- any equipment left in the field at the

Finally, urban residents complain boring subdivisions sometimes harass end o£ a day’s work becomes a target
about slow f~u-"m equipment that cattle or sheep, for the~ and vandalism. In livestock
blocks the flow o£ ~raf~c. To many ur- While urban residents are impatient country fences may be cut and gates
ban residents, the least the farmer with slow farm machinery on roads, left open, a!!owin~ cattle or sheep to
could do is use the roadway only dur- the increased traffic that accompanies escape. Fencing to deter ~respassers is
in~ noncommute hours, urban expansion also causes problems costly and makes it difficult to maneu-

for farmers. Trying to merge large vet equipment and move crops out of
The farm perspective equipment onto a busy roadway can {ields (California Department of Con-

Growers o~en resent the sudden in- be dif~cult and dangerous, servation 1991).
I-fusion of urban residents who create A chief concern of landowners is in-

influences o. the conflictthe need for spatial management prac- creased trespassing and the corre-
tices that may result in loss of crop spondin~ increased liability. As more A crop’s layout influences both the
productivity and add time, cost and people move into rural areas, or- level of inconvenience to nearby resi-
labor. For example, pesticides that chards, ~razin~ lands and reservoirs dens and the ~-rower’s ability to adapt
were used in the past may be prohib- become enticin~ recreation lands, to farmin~ restrictions caused by ur-
ited and applcation by aircraft may be According to a Kern County ban encroachment. For example, while
eliminated. Farmers also resent noise ~-~ower, ’q used to let people picnic on the best direction for plantin~ crop
and odor complaints. They wonder my property. Families from Los An~e- rows is likely to depend on sun expo-
why urban residents move to an a~-ri- les County would drive here to spend sure and drainage, raising crops in
cul~al are~ if they don’t Like the noises ~n a/’ternoon in the count-y, until one rows that parallel the urban edge will
and odors associated with farming, visitor broke his arm and sued me for be more convenient i~ the a~zicul[-ural

While urban residents complain $10,000. Now I have to chase people commissioner decides that the rows
about domestic flies, midges, mosqui- off my property because the liability is near the edge should not be sprayed.
toes and other pests from farmlands, too ~reat. Today a farmer could lose Then only the few rows near the edge
farmers complain about pests from ur- everything in one lawsuit." will need specie! treatment, perhaps
ban areas. For example, when subdivi- An increase in urban residenS also by hand. But if the rows run perpen-
sions replace an ore!lard, any token brin~s an increase in theft, vandalism dicu!ar to the edge, the ~rower will be
~rees let to justi{y the subdivision’s and litter on farms. Most farm equip- required to drive the ~ractor and spray
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rig down each row and turn off the ::"; :i" ~.., ~ . ’ .
spray machine before reaching each" "
end. This wastes time and fuel run-
ning the tractor where the spray rig
can’t be engaged.

California’s rapid conversion of
farmland to houses usually brings an
urban population that is generations
removed from the farm. These new
residents do not understand California "
agriculture and their attitudes about
fanning do not include tolerance of
the inconveniences that come from
normal .f-¢rm practices.

As one agricu1~.ral commissioner
noted, ’~rhey see blossoms and fields
of mustard in the early spring and as-
sume that this is what rural living is
all about, but as summer approaches
after they’ve moved into their new The buoolic scenery may draw people to rural areas, but they are not always on-meted
homes, the noise, dust and smells with the sounds and smella associated with livestock.
drive them crazy."

But urban attitudes toward farm
operations are not always negative,strict non.farm uses from invading         Because open space is so desirable,
Three cities in this study -- Delano,California’s agricultural areas. Reduc-houses on the edge next to agriculture
Woodland and Petaluma -- show that the conflict will often than housesurban/agr~cultu.ral are more expensive
the rate and pattern o£ growth w~thin require that local governments and surrounded by more houses. Ironi-
cities influence the urban attitude to- perhaps the state govenunent become tally, the urban edge’s high property
ward adjacent farmland. For example, more involved with growth manage- value may make the residents there
the Woodland Edges Proiect found ment issues, more sensitive to inconveniences
that many o£ the residents o£ this Yale caused by agriculture. Edge residents
County city have lived there a long The vslue of farm~and accepted the high home price in ex-
time (439% had lived there for more Another maior cause of the urban/ change for peaceful rural living, but
than 25 years), and they generally ex- agricultural conflict comes from the the adiacent farmer erodes the value of
pact that there will be some n~isances different view’points on the purpose or the investment with noise, smells and
in a farming community, value of farmland. City and county pesticides. The risk of losing an invest-

$imi~ly, a city official from decision-makers often view farmland ment may explain why edge neighbors
Petaluma in Sonoma County reported as a provider of open space or as a will fight the farmer with a lawsuit if
that few citizens there complain about land bank for future urban expansion, necessary.
agricultural practices because most Urban residents often view farmland Farmland is also viewed by some
people realize they live in a farm cam- as a place for idyllic country living. To cities and counties as a convenient
munity. "Agriculture is an important the farmer, however, farmland pro- way to hold land until the time for
part of the economy here," he said. vides the means for making a living, ban development. Most city planners
One of the reasons so many residents Several city and county general recognize the convenience of keeping
understand the city’s tie to agriculture plans promote agricultural land as an land in large parcels (agricultural par-
may be that growth has been ]imited open-space buffer between one cam- eels are usually 40 acres or more) at
since the early 1970s, when Petaluma munity and another, between residen- the city’s edge so the land can some
became the first community in the ha- tial and industrial uses, and between day be developed without existing
don to establish an urban limit line airports and residential uses. Logan structures blocking logical street,
and limit the nu!nber of permits for and Molotch note that CalLfornia has sewer and water extensions.
development projects, some of the most productive farm!and Farmers have been fighting the

Cities like Petaluma are the excep- in the world, but when urbanization open space notion for some time. To
tion, however. Most local governments threatens that farmland, the public is the farmer, agricultural land is a re-
lack urban growth boundaries to stabi- concerned about losing open space source for producing goods to sell. If a
iize the edge between urban and agri- rather than productivity (Logan and farmer can’t make a reasonable living
cultural areas. They lack policies to re- Molotch 1987). from this working landscape, it may
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nonfarm values prevalent in the Several farn~ organizations already
general public because only 2% dedicate time and money to this h~sk,
of California’s popula~ion is d~- and some farmers are developing their
rectiy involved in food and fiber own education programs by holding
production. However, viewing tours and field days at their farms and
agriculture as an industry ranches. A few farm ope.rators provide
would make it easier for local information to urban neighbors by
planners and decision-makers to walking the neighborhoods to inform
advocate land-use decisions and residents of various management prac-
other measures that will help re- rices associated with their particular
duce the urban/agricultural agricultural operations.
conflict. Redudng the urban/agricultural

Local governznents need to conflict will help us meet the challenge
establish firm urban growth of maintaining our world-class agri-
boundaries. Every time the ur- culture in a state with a population
ban edge moves, new" farmers growing faster than many Third
are suddenly faced with the World countries.
same problems of .farming next
to the edge, Their frustration A’I.E. Handel is ~z i~nd-[Ise Consultant
eventually leads to a desire to specializing in urban/a~rictclhcre interface
sell out to development and the issues, based in Nape.
cycle tonal_hues. Conversely,

The genera~ plans of most agrlcu~tura[ ..~ firm urban growth boundaries Referencescounties allow nonagricultural uses on clearly distinguish land for urban de-
Bryant CR, Johnston TRR. 1992. Agricu/-

farmland,of Stockton;SUChsuchaS usesthls drlvlngcan createrangecon-n°rthvelopmen~: from land for agricultu/’e. I% ture in the Oity’s Oountryside. London:
flIcts with adjacent farmers, helps remove expectations of buying Selhaverl Press.

"cheap" farmland for urban develop- california. Department of Conservation.
ment Conservation easements are a 1991 The Impacts of Fatal/and Conversion

California. Prepared by Jones & St.okes, As-
be converted to other uses including useful tool to help compensate the sociates, Inc., Sacramento.
more urban development, farmers at the edge. Carter HO, Nuckton CF, ads. 1990.

As several authors warn, "it]here is Local governments also need to as- California’s Oentral Vaffey--Conf[uence of
Change. University of California Agriculturaino such thing as farmland without tablish appropriate buffers between Issues Center.

farmers. If nonfarmers are to enjoy the agriculture and urban land uses, and Handel MF:. 1994. Conflicts and Solutions
amerdties of a working rural land- to clean up their general plans and When Agricultural Land Meets Urban Devel-
scape, then they must either learn to zoning ordinances to eliminate incom~ opment. Master of Science Thesis, Universit>

of CaJifornia, Davis.tolerate farn’Ling practices or else se~tie patible land uses in agricultural areas. Lapping MB, Denials TL, Keller JW. 1989
at a distance from farm operations. For exaznple, because local govern- Rural Planning and Dewelopment in the
The friction between farmers and ments allow" houses on agricultural United States. New York and London: The
nonfarmers involves a clash of prop- parcels, the potenlial for conflic’~ is Guilford Press.

Lockaretz W. ed. 1987. Sustai/~ing Agri-
arty rights that cannot be resolved in much greater when smaller agdcul- culture Near Oities. Ankeny, Iowa: Soil and
the marketplace. Instead, legislative rural parcels are created. Water Conservation Society.
bodies and the courts must act as ref- For its part, the agricultural com- Logan JR, Molotch HL. 1987. Urban For-
areas" (Lapping et el. 1989). munity needs to make friends with the tunes. University of California Press.

Nelson AC. 1988. Using Land Markets k
~Nhile farmers have helped change urban public to help them understand Evaluate Urban Containment Programs. J

some general plans to recognize agri- w"hy particular farm management American Planning Association 52 (2): 156-7"
Tulare County Rural Valley Lands Plan.culture as an industry instead of sire- practices are necessary. W’hy, for ex- Amendment 86 - 09.

ply open space, the concept of separat- ample, do wind machines need to op- University of California Agricultural Issue-
ing residential development from the erate at 3 o’clock in the morning? ~W-hy Center. 1996. Farmers and Neighbors: Lane
industry of agriculture is only begin- do growers have to harvest at night? Use, Pesticides, & Other Issues.
ning to be recognized by sore4 local VChy does rice need to be seeded with University of California Agricultural Issue

Center. Keeping the valley green: A public
governments as a legitimate concern, a.n airplane? Education efforts can help policy challenge. Cal Ag 45 (3): 10-4.

urban populations understand the in- Woodland Edges Project. Unpublished ~
Reducing the conflict dustrial nature of farmland so their ex- pars. 1992. Involved faculty from the Depar"

The decisions of appointed and      pe~ations of living in the country
ment of Environmental Design, Applied Be-
havioral Sciences, and Agronomy and Rang

elected local officials often reflect the    aren’t contrary to reality. Sciences, University of California, Davis.
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